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on to the suggestion, and the result follows in the child's growth"
(p. 269).

The difficulty here, as so often, is an inadequate psychology. Had
our author mastered the known psychological laws, he either would not
have written his book or would have avoided the inanities with which
it is filled. It would have saved him from the Christian Science twaddle
of which he is guilty. Thus, on p. 303 we read: "Jealousy and condem-
nation, in various forms and degrees, are prolific producers of 'rheum-
atism' and its kind." One might multiply quotations of this sort
ad nauseam.

Altogether, one finds no reason why the book should be read. All
that is true in it has been much better and more briefly said by others.

H. H. GODDABD.
Vineland, N. J.

THOMAS R. LOUNSBURY. English Spelling and Spelling Reform.
(New York and London: Harper & Brothers. 1909, Post
8vo. Pp. xiv + 357.)

If you do not believe in spelling reform, you are "an ignoramus, not
to say idiot," and your "proclivities are violently asinine" (p. 7).
Whatever you may have to say for yourself is mere "gabble"— "the
chatter of the uninformed" (p. 81), "displaying the amplest possible
ignorance" (p. 10), to parallel which "the annals of fatuity will in truth
be searched in vain" (p. 59).

The foregoing sentences contain a fairly complete summary of Pro-
fessor Lounsbury's book. It follows, of course, that the volume is
likely to be of little use in the world, except perhaps in affording con-
siderable malicious amusement to the opponents of the view which the
author advocates.

For no amount of clever shrewishness will conceal the fact that there
are at least two sides—and it may be three or four—to the question of
revamping our spelling. That the present orthography is highly
illogical and absurd is patent enough—and hardly needs to be main-
tained with such persistent rancor. That this irrationality is the cause
of a certain waste on the part of learners is also perfectly clear. But
several considerations remain. (1) The amount and seriousness of the
waste is much disputed by those best able to get at the facts, namely,
the teachers of children. (2) The feasibility of any change in this
country and at this time is very uncertain. (3) The possibility of
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effecting some improvement, being assured, the particular changes pro-
posed by the Simplified Spelling Board are surely lawful matter of dis-
cussion. It does not seem necessary to go into any one of these questions
in this connection; for Professor Lounsbury raises no points in regard to
them which have not been made tolerably—if not intolerably—familiar
to all through the activities of Mr. Carnegie's board of propaganda. But
it is a matter, not of argument, but of simple fact, that the considera-
tions named have had •weight with men and women—teachers, physicians,
lawyers, clergymen, publishers—who cannot in seriousness be described
as grossly ignorant or unintelligent; and have been supported by argu-
ments which may indeed be answerable, but which it is as inaccurate as it is
discourteous to call "idiotic," "fatuous," or "asinine.."

The pity of the thing is that the present moment would have been
the psychological one for the appearance of the right kind of book on
this topic. The first fusillade of "bulletins"fromNumber 1, Madison
Avenue has apparently been exhausted. The fury of the answering
volleys of editorials and communications has also subsided. There
remains, on the part of many thousands of intelligent and progressive
people—including most of the teachers of the country, whom especially
the reformers should wish to reach,—a certain amount of real interest.
These people are not hungering for more polemics; they are not amen-
able to controversial bulldozing. But they would be glad, now that
most of the smoke has cleared away, to get at the rights of this matter—
to find out, if they could, what they ought to do about it, or, at any
rate, what they ought to have their children taught. A succinct and
dispassionate summary of the whole argument pro and con would, I
believe, have had a wide reading, and might conceivably have con-
tributed materially to the advancement of the movement which Pro-
fessor Lounsbury has so much at heart.

But what does he expect to accomplish, or whom does he hope to con-
ciliate or convince, by this long-winded orthographic scolding—these
three hundred pages of rambling vituperation? This kind of writing
was considered effective in the days of John Dennis, but its inadequacy
to produce any results other than irritation is now so thoroughly recog-
nized that any long piece of it seldom attains the imprint of a first-
rate publisher. Any one not already committed body and soul to the
cause of the Reform is likely to be so much put out by the continual
tongue-lashing he receives that he will be unable to give the inter-
spersed arguments the attention they would otherwise obtain.

C. M. MCCONN.

University of Illinois.


